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Call to Order: 


The meeting was called to order by Dr. R. Sheinin, Vice-Chair of Senate, at 
2:14 pm. 


Approval of Agenda 


A concern was expressed with respect to the length of the Agenda and the 
possibility that there would not be an opportunity to discuss item XV to the 
full extent of the time allocated; and it was suggested that if such turned out 
to be the case, the meeting should be recessed to a subsequent date rather 
than being adjourned. 


Dr. Sheinin advised that while she was amenable to the above suggestion, it 
was her intention that the Agenda would be completed in its entirety at 
today's meeting. 


The Agenda, as presented, was approved. 


Approval of Senate Minutes 


Dr. Shenin advised that the Minutes of the Senate meeting of 7 February 
1992 had not been completed in time for consideration at this meeting, and 
would be put over for approval at the Senate meeting of 3 April 1992. 


Election to the Advisory Search Committee - Director, University Libraries 


"With respect to the election, Dr. Sheinin advised that only one nomination 
had been received, and that the candidate's curriculum vitae had been 
distributed to members at the beginning of the meeting. She suggested, and 
it was agreed, that Prof. Peter Rist, Faculty of Fine Arts (Cinema), be 
declared elected by acclamation and recommended by the faculty members 
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of Senate for appointment to the Advisory Search Committee - Director 
University Libraries. 


Remarks from the Chair 


Dr. Sheinin advised that Sunday, 8 March 1992, was International 
Women's Day which, she noted, was being celebrated in advance at today's 
meeting by virtue of the fact that roses were being handed out to the women 
who constitute and who come to Senate, as an expression of esteem and 
thanks for their participation in the University community. 


Also, commenting on an open-line debate to be held on the CBC on 8 
March 1992 on events associated with the art exhibit sponsored by the 
Women's Centre, and the academic and cultural issues which had been 
raised, Dr. Sheinin stated that it was a great tribute to the Women's Centre 
that they had precipitated this very important discussion on creativity and the 
appropriation of cultural heritage. 


Reports from Councils., etc. 


A round of applause followed an announcement by Dean Parker, Faculty of 
Fine Arts, that Prof. Wendy Tilby and Prof. Christopher Hinton, 
Department of Cinema Animation Programme, have been nominated for 
Academy Awards in the animated short category. 


Reporting on the request concerning a general faculty meeting, (document 
US-92-3-D5), Dr. Sheinin advised that the request, which had been given 
as a "Notice of Motion" by Prof. Newman at the last Senate meeting, had 

been considered by the Steering Committee at its meeting on 25 February 

1992; and that a possible alternative to a meeting being called by herself as 
Vice-Rector, Academic, to discuss the role of faculty in the governance of 
the University had been suggested by Prof. Drysdale. 


With respect to the alternative suggestion referred to above, Prof. Drysdale 
explained that a committee which had been struck by the Office of the 
Vice-Rector, Academic, was currently at work on the subject of the 

faculty's role in Concordia's future; that in its deliberations, the committee 
had decided to focus on three areas for consideration, one of which was 
faculty involvement in university government; that in connection with the 
three topic areas, the committee was planning to hold meetings which would 
be open to attendance and participation by members of the University 
community; and that the meeting which was most relevant to the issue raised 
in document US-92-3-D5 was scheduled for 9:30 am, Friday, 27 March 
1992 in H-110, Hall Building, SGW Campus. He further explained that the 
committee, which was chaired by Prof. G. Adams, History Department, 
would welcome, in advance of the meeting, any submissions, briefs and 
suggestions for agenda items for discussion; and that in any case, the floor 
would be open for participants to raise questions for discussion regarding 
faculty involvement in university government. 
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Prof. Newman said she was pleased that the meeting referred to above was 
going to be held, but she did not think that it answered the substance of the 
issue that she had wanted to be addressed, i.e., that the Vice-Rector, 
Academic, call a meeting, without agenda and without briefs being 
submitted, for the purposes of asking the entire faculty to discuss what it 
thought about the role of faculty in the governance of the university. She 
further explained that she thought this was important because she felt that 
the faculty of the University was an entirely depressed lot by virtue of the 
fact that they had been unable to speak for many years; and that it would be 
extremely useful to have the Vice-Rector, Academic, say to the faculty that 
she wanted to hear what the faculty had to say, i.e. , not that some 
committee wanted to hear it, but that she wished to hear it. 


Various suggestions which were made with respect to the request for a 
general faculty meeting included the possible postponement of a decision 
until after this Senate meeting, the workshop on "Faculty Involvement in 
University Government" scheduled for 27 March 1992, and the 3rd Annual 
Colloquium on the Future of Concordia University to be held on 30 March 
1992, had transpired; that the question of placing the issue of a faculty 
discussion on the Senate Agenda be referred back to the Steering Committee 
for further consideration; that the question of the Vice-Rector, Academic, 
calling a general faculty meeting be considered further and reported on at 
Senate by the Vice-Rector, Academic; and that given that due " Notice of 
Motion" had been given, the matter should -be considered on the active 
Senate Agenda following the discussion on item XV, and a motion could be 
made by Professor Newman at that time, which could either be discussed, 
debated and acted upon by Senate or tabled and referred to the Steering 
Committee. 


With respect to the latter suggestion, Dr. Sheinin advised that that, in fact, 
was the sense in which the Steering Committee had dealt with the issue. She 
also advised that she would keep the other possible outcomes in mind. 


Question Period 


In response to a question concerning the lack of student participation from 
Faculties other than Arts and Science in the 3rd Annual Colloquium on The 
Future of Concordia, Dr. Sheinin advised that, as in the past, the 
colloquium committee in January 1992 issued a call for participation; that 
the person to contact for further details with respect to that was Mr. 
Grendon Haines; and that presumably it was still not too late for individuals 
to become actively involved should they wish to do so. 


Responding to a question concerning an up-coming essay competition in the 
Faculty of Arts and Science, Dr. Valaskakis, Acting Dean, Faculty of Arts 
an Science, advised that there was not a general agreement on the issue of 
co-authored submissions; but that at this point in time, she was prepared to 
rule that a co-authored submission would be allowed. 


Prof. Newman advised that she wished to give "Notice of Motion" to have 
meetings of Senate routinely chaired by the Vice-Rector, Academic; and that 
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the rationale for this was that Senate was an academic body, that all 
nonacademic obligations had been taken away from it, and that in 
consequence, the Senate should be chaired by the Vice-Rector, Academic. 


Also, in giving "Notice of Motion" that Concordia's Thursday Report be 
placed under the jurisdiction of a committee of faculty members of Senate, 
and that all decisions as to salary and duties be made by that committee, 
Prof. Newman explained that this was an expensive enterprise; that as 
things now stood, the faculty had no way of communicating between its 
members; and that several clearly marked pages could be assigned to the 
administration to present their point of view in a newspaper that was under 
the jurisdiction of Senate, and whereby people working on the newspaper 
would be free of anything other than academic concerns. 


University Budgets 


In introducing this Agenda item, Dr. Sheinin advised that the intent was that 
the budget documents not be discussed in detail today, but rather that they 
be tabled and referred to the Senate Committee on Academic Planning and 
Priorities (SCAPP) for consideration and report at the Senate meeting of | 
May 1992; that given that the budget documents would be brought back for 
discussion at the Senate meetings of 1 May 1992, she suggested that 
today's discussion need only be very brief; and that the sponsors of the 
particular budgets would be invited to limit their comments, following 
which members of Senate could raise issues or questions which they might 
wish SCAPP to consider during its deliberations. Senate was also advised 
that the documents would be distributed to the heads of all academic units, 
and to the various committees of Senate; and that, in consequence, members 
of Senate would have ample opportunity to provide input to SCAPP 
deliberations through their department chairs, their Faculty deans, or Senate 
committees. 


Commenting on the Provisional Operating Budget for 199293, (document 
US-92-3-D6) Dr. Cohen, Vice-Rector, Institutional Relations and Finance, 
advised that the budget was in keeping with the long-term deficit absorption 
plan that had been tabled previously at Senate, and with the principles 
contained therein; namely, that development money, i.e. , funds available 
through the operating grant because of student variations in the two 
previous years, be available for development, and that any money saved in 
connection with the repayment of the accumulated deficit as a result of 
reduced interest be made available for spending; and that the Proposed 
Operating Budget provided approximately 1.95 million dollars in 
development funds, 65% of which, in general, was being designated for the 
academic sector, with the largest sum to a single unit going to the library. 
He also advised that the 1/2 million dollars shown as being made available 
to the library, was actually 638 thousand dollars because the 138 thousand 
dollars for funding of the Weeding Project which was being terminated, 
would remain with the library budget. 


During discussion, it was suggested that there was a third principle vis-a-vis 
deficit absorption that should be considered by SCAPP, namely, the fact 


that for this -and previous budgets, all departments have been absorbing a 
considerable part of the deficit through budget compressions; that this was 
not so much because departmental budgets have been reduced in recent 
years, but rather by virtue of the fact that the budgets have been frozen 
while internal and external costs have been increasing, including increases 
in internal costs related to physical plant and other services, etc.; and that 
departmental absorption of internal costs should be acknowledged more 
openly with respect to what was described as not being a "departmental 
friendly budget". 


Dr. Cohen advised that although it was not mentioned in the document, a 
decision has been made that costs related to the recently-introduced 
academic unit periodic appraisal process were being monitored during the 
current year, and that appropriate action would be taken with respect to this 
in subsequent budgets. 


With respect to the Proposed Capital Budget for 1992-93, (document 
US-92-3-D7), Dr. Bertrand emphasized that as indicated by the phrase ". . 
predicted an authorization. . " in the first paragraph on page 1, the 
University still did not know from the Quebec Government what the capital 
budget for the current year was, nor the budget figures for 1992-93; and 
that the designations "to be determined" in Appendix A, should be known 
by the time the document was received by SCAPP. 


It was suggested that it would be helpful to committee discussions on the 
Proposed Capital Budget, if a 5-year history of the grand total of capital 
budgets received by Concordia University from the Government could be 
provided. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. POMERLEAU, SECONDED BY PROF. 
PELUSO, THAT THE PROVISIONAL OPERATING BUDGET FOR 
1992-93, (DOCUMENT US-92-3-D6), AND THE PROPOSED CAPITAL 
BUDGET FOR 1992-93, (DOCUMENT US-92-3-D7), BE TABLED AND 
REFERRED TO THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC 
PLANNING AND PRIORITIES FOR CONSIDERATION AND REPORT 
AT THE SENATE MEETING OF 1 MAY 1992. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Proposed Revision to the Composition of Senate 


92-3-12 IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITE, SECONDED BY DEAN PARKER, 
THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS, THE REVISION TO THE COMPOSITION OF SENATE 
AS PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT US-92-3-D9. 


Dr. Bertrand explained that the proposed change resulted from a 
reorganization last year in the student life area, whereby a new position of 
Associate Vice-Rector, Services, was established which was responsible for 
all aspects of student life, and which previously were the responsibility of 
the Office of Dean of Students; that there has been a revision to the precise 
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role of the Office of Dean of Students, which now deals in a more 
restructured fashion with student activities as related to student 
organizations; and that, in consequence, it was felt that it was more 
appropriate that the office that was responsible for all aspects of student life, 
should be the one that was permanently represented on Senate. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


Proposed establishment of an Expert Task Force on the Enhancement of 
University-wide Research Support Services and Facilities 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN PARKER, SECONDED BY ACTING DEAN 
KUSY, THAT SENATE APPROVE THE RECOMMENDATIONS 
CONCERNING THE ESTABLISHMENT OF AN EXPERT TASK 
FORCE ON THE ENHANCEMENT OF UNIVERSITY-WIDE 
RESEARCH SUPPORT SERVICES AND FACILITIES AS CONTAINED 
IN DOCUMENT US-92-3-D11. 


Dr. Lightstone, Chair, Senate Research Committee, in explaining the 
recommendations concerning the establishment of an Expert Task Force, 
provided background information and rationale for the proposal. 


In response to a concern expressed with respect to the enhancement of 
teaching at Concordia, Dr. Sheinin, in giving assurances as Vice-Rector, 
Academic, that teaching was a main priority at Concordia, advised that no 
institution would be a university if it was not concerned about teaching. In 
addition, Prof. MacKay, Associate Vice-Rector, Academic Curriculum and 
Planning, in reporting on the status of the work of the Committee on the 
Enhancement and Recognition of Teaching at Concordia University, 
advised that the expectation was that a report would be brought to the 
Academic Programmes Committee and presented to Senate at the last 
meeting in May 1992. Senate was also advised that the University's 
commitment to the enhancement of teaching was reflected in the last 
collective agreement with the Concordia University Faculty Association, 
particularly with respect to promotion to full professor, the sliding scales 
relating to salary increments vis-a-vis teaching and research evaluation, and 
negotiable workloads. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY MR. LOWTHER, SECONDED BY 
MR. POMERLEAU, THAT THE COMPOSITION OF THE TASK 
FORCE BE CHANGED TO INCLUDE ONE UNDERGRADUATE 
STUDENT APPOINTED BY CUSA. 


It was suggested, and agreed by the mover and seconder, THAT THE 
ABOVE AMENDMENT BE INCORPORATED INTO THE MAIN 
MOTION. 


In response to a suggestion that a provision for a part-time faculty 
representative be included in the composition of the Task Force, it was 
agreed by the mover and seconder that the membership designation - "one 
faculty member appointed by the School of Graduate Studies" - be 
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amended, to read -TWO FACULTY MEMBERS, ONE FULL-TIME AND 
ONE PART-TIME, APPOINTED BY THE SCHOOL OF GRADUATE 
STUDIES. 


THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS CARRIED. 


Ad Hoc Committee on the Revision of Rules and Procedures for Evaluation 
and Advisory Search Committees 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. KNITTER, SECONDED BY PROF. 
DRYSDALE, THAT THE RESOLUTION CONCERNING THE 
HEARINGS AND DELIBERATIONS OF THE AD HOC COMMITTEE 
ON THE REVISION OF THE RULES AND PROCEDURES FOR 
EVALUATION COMMITTEES AND ADVISORY SEARCH 
COMMITTEES, AS PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT US92-3-D12, BE 
APPROVED. 


In response to a concern expressed with respect to the request that the 
deliberations of the Groome Committee be open, and the rationale for the 
request, it was explained that, in part, the motion was a signal to the 
Groome Committee that there was a great deal of interest throughout the 
University community in the Committee's proceedings; that the Chairs' 
Caucus in particular wished to take cognizance of the direction in which the 
Committee was proceeding, and was very pleased to note that the report of 
the Groome Committee would be tabled at Senate for discussion and 
comment; and that given that the Committee was not a search committee and 
was not operating under the rules of confidentiality, there should be no 
difficulty with the idea that meetings of the Committee be open, and where 
one would expect to hear reasoned discourse about evaluation and advisory 
search committees. It was also pointed out that Senate was able to conduct 
its business in open meetings, and it was argued that there was no reason 
why the Groome Committee should not be able to do likewise. 


It was also argued, however, that the topic of the Groome Committee's 
consideration contained certain sensitive elements; and that in order to 
nurture creativity and a brain-storming atmosphere within the Committee, 
confidentiality of its deliberations should be preserved, otherwise the 
Committee basically would be reduced to public posturing and would end 
up being ineffectual. 


During continued discussion, it was stated that it seemed to be the 
understanding throughout the University community that the Groome 
Committee would forward its report and recommendations to Senate for the 
purpose of getting Senate's reaction; and it was wondered how explicit 
Senate needed to be in stating its wishes in this regard, i.e., whether an 
official amendment should be proposed, or whether the sense of Senate's 
expectations simply should be recorded in the Minutes. It was further 
explained that the intent of receiving the report of the Groome Committee 
implied that Senate must receive the report within the bounds of the 
academic year, i.e. , between September and April to ensure the availability 
of full Senate membership; and that any differences that might arise between 


Senate's views and those of the Groome Committee with respect to 
recommendations for the future, would be reported to the Board of 
Governors and, in effect, treated as amendments to the recommendations of 
the Groome Committee. 


In continuing discussion, it was stated that partly because of the manner in 
which the University has operated, the community has been led to believe 
that a "closed" search committee was more serious than an "open" 
committee, and that there were things that must be said during committee 
meetings that could not be said in public; that the other side of the coin was 
that in a "closed" committee, individuals could not be held to account for 
what they might say or do; that the subject matter of the Groome Committee 
was a sufficiently important issue that everyone wished to be informed as to 
the considerations; that the freedom of knowledge vis-a-vis committee 
discussions was more important than the possibility that members of the 
committee would be more comfortable if the public could not hear 
everything that was being said; and that the desirability for openness far 
outweighed the need for closed sessions. 


Responding to a request for advice as to the appropriate procedure vis-a-vis 
the expectations of Senate concerning the final report of the Groome 
Committee, Dr. Sheinin advised that it would be useful to have a formal 
amendment in that it would provide added clarity to the motion, and would 
convey Senate's very grave concern with respect to this matter. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. DRYSDALE, SECONDED 
BY MR. LOWTHER, THAT THE FINAL REPORT OF THE AD HOC 
COMMITTEE BE SUBMITTED TO SENATE FOR DISCUSSION AND 
ACTION PRIOR TO CONSIDERATION BY THE FULL MEMBERSHIP 
OF THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS. 


In response to a question, Senate was advised that in accordance with the 
University By-Laws, and the mandate of Senate, approval of the 
amendment did not preclude subsequent input from Senate following Board 
of Governors deliberations vis-a-vis the final report of the Groome 
Committee. 


Also, with respect to a suggestion that perhaps there would be a better 
chance of acceptance by the Board of Governors of at least part of what was 
being proposed if the motion was divided into its component parts, it was 
noted that the suggestion was applicable to the entire resolution, whereas 
what was being discussed at the moment was only the amendment. it was 
also argued that the resolution was a request, and that there did not seem to 
be any compelling reason to split the motion. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS CARRIED. 
THE MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS CARRIED. 


Mr. Pomerleau requested that his abstention with respect .to the vote be 
recorded. 
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With respect to the motion which had just been adopted, it was understood 
that the phrase "be public" was to be interpreted as meaning that anyone 
could come to the .meetings of the Groome Committee to sit and listen, but 
not intervene in the proceedings. 


It was suggested that the question of the timing of the receipt of the report of 
the Groome Committee, which had been raised earlier, was important, i.e., 
that the report be considered by Senate during the academic term; and that 
perhaps it would be appropriate that a motion with respect to this be adopted 
by Senate. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN PARKER, SECONDED BY PROF. 
DRYSDALE, THAI' SENATE MUST RECEIVE THE REPORT OF THE 
AD HOC COMMITTEE IN TIME FOR CONSIDERATION AT A 
SENATE MEETING SCHEDULED BETWEEN SEPTEMBER AND 
APRIL. 


Issues which were raised and responded to included concerns with respect 
to the effect of the adoption of the motion on the existing schedule of the 
Groome Committee which previously had committed itself to submitting its 
report to the Board of Governors in May or June, 1992; and optimizing 
attendance, vis-a-vis the timing of Senate discussion on the report. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Proposed Convocation Medal for International Business Students 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. DOWD, SECONDED BY MR. LOWTHER, 
THAT SENATE APPROVE THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE 
INTERNATIONAL BUSINESS MEDAL AS PROPOSED IN 
DOCUMENT US-92-2-D14. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Confidentiality with respect to Evaluation Committees and Advisory Search 
Committees 


Dr. Sheinin explained that this Agenda item derived from a "Notice of 
Motion" which had been given by Prof. Newman at the last Senate meeting, 
and as contained in document US-92-3-D15. She also advised that the 
Steering Committee had decided that the item be discussed in "Committee of 
the Whole", and that the discussion be for a maximum of 1 hour; and that as 
background information, members had been provided with a copy of the 
"Amended 


Report of the Board of Governors of Concordia University from the Ad 
Hoc Committee to Evaluate, Review and Recommend the Composition, 
Structure and Methods of -Procedure of the Committees now known as the 
Evaluation Committee and the Advisory Search Committee for Senior 
Administration "(document US-92-3-D16) which was approved by the 
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Board of Governors on 7 May 1984, and revisions to the rules of 
confidentiality (document US92-3-D17) which were approved by the Board 
on 19 February 1992. 


COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 


In initial remarks, Prof. Newman stated that having been on many search 
committees, the question of confidentiality was one of the issues about 
which she felt most strongly; that the oath of confidentiality which members 
of such committees were supposed to take, came under the classification of 
national security; that it was astonishing that one could lose one's job in the 
University for telling someone what went on in a search committee; that the 
administration was not interested in someone losing their job because they 
do not teach well, or do not show up for class, or do not take due interest, 
or do not do research; that rather, the administration was interested when 
their prerogatives to do what they wished to do could be threatened; that at 
the moment, if something occurred at a search committee that was not 
correct, the only way that a member could oppose that would be to put 
one's job on the line; that if it should happen that a member was threatened, 
there was no one to whom the member could complain, unless he or she 
was willing to go public, thereby creating the possibility of the 
administration moving against the individual; that, in effect, the 
confidentiality rule was "academic McCarthyism"; that it was an attempt to 
keep people under control with respect to something that should not be 
secret, i.e., an academic search; that the rule derived from the question as to 
who should be making the decision, i.e. , whether it was the prerogative of 
the academic side of the university or the administration to choose 
candidates; and that the university had always been a collegial institution in 
which the professoriate decided on the directions of the institution, picked 
their leaders, and in some sense could impeach them if it became necessary 
to do so. She further stated that outside administrators have been able to 
walk in, take over the university, but only to the extent that the professoriate 
has allowed that to happen; that it was true that the administration has 
claimed prerogatives that they did not have, but it was also true that the 
faculty has not opposed such claims; that the rule of confidentiality with 
respect to advisory search committees was a case in point; that these rules 
were unnecessary; and that notwithstanding the changes that were recently 
adopted by the Board of Governors, faculty members should speak against 
the rules, particularly with respect to the stipulation that members could be 
dismissed from the university for what may be considered as speaking out 
of turn. 


In the ensuing discussion, it was argued that one perspective that should be 
kept in mind was the situation with respect to individuals who might be 
willing to be candidates, but only if their availability was kept confidential, 
1.e., candidates, who, for whatever reasons, did not wish to jeopardize their 
present positions; that one of the disturbing aspects with respect to the 
confidentiality rule, was that it did not apply to the candidates themselves; 
that in certain instances, what was being referred to should not be 
considered as confidentiality, but rather a desire for privacy on the part of 
the candidate; the if the rule of confidentiality was applicable to the fullest 


extent, the grounds for a Board of Governors rejection of a recommendation 
from an advisory search committee would be questionable; that there would 
be no purpose to having advisory search committees if, at the end of the 
process, the information and the decisions taken by such committees had no 
meaning; that collegiality and spirit in the university have been maintained 
through convention, and there were certain issues that were not challenged 
because they were understood; that the rule of confidentiality was 
challenging many of the established conventions that have produced the 
kind of community and collegiality among faculty that existed today as a 
mode of operation; and that while rules and regulations were essential to the 
functioning of a bureaucracy, it would be sad indeed if we were confined to 
running the university by such rules and regulations rather than by the 
conventions of the academy. 


The feeling was expressed that there were two separate issues involved, one 
being the question of sanctions 1.e. , the punitive aspect of the regulation, 
and the other was the question of the definition of confidentiality; and that it 
might be useful, particularly to the Groome Committee, for Senate to 
discuss the question as to what parts of the process would benefit from 
remaining confidential, and which parts would benefit from having 
confidentiality relaxed. 


It was argued that while it might be important that confidentiality be 
maintained with respect to the discussions of an advisory search committee, 
there was no need, particularly in the 1990's, to maintain confidentiality 
with respect to the names of candidates being looked at in a serious fashion 
by the committee; and that as was the case at many universities today, 
including the Universities of Victoria, Saskatchewan, Regina and Manitoba, 
the names of the candidates on the short-list, with their knowledge, should 
be announced to the community, thereby providing the particular 
constituency with an opportunity for feed-back on the candidates to the 
advisory search committee. Senate was also advised that in the Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science, the process for selecting departmental 
chairs included provision for all members of the department to be informed 
as to the short-list of candidates who have accepted to serve as chair of the 
department, in order to provide members with an opportunity for input vis- 
a-vis as to the capacity of the candidates to contribute to their vision with 
respect to the academic planning of the department. It was suggested that 
such a process served to help the individuals selected in carrying out their 
responsibilities with a clear feeling that they had the backing not only of the 
search committees, but also of the constituencies which they were going to 
serve. 


Senate was advised that an open search process also existed at the 
University of Calgary, whereby candidates on the short-list were required to 
appear for questioning before the General Faculty Council and the Board of 
Governors. It was suggested that a similar process should be adopted at 
Concordia, it being argued that the University community had a right to 
know who the candidates were that were being considered, particularly the 
internal candidates; that opening the process would increase collegiality, it 
would make people feel that they had a role to play in the selection process; 


and it would be an improvement over the current process where 
appointment decisions involved as few as 50 members of the University 
community, including the members of the advisory search committee and 
the Board of Governors. It was also argued that, as was the case with the 
Code of Conduct (Non-Academic) , the confidentiality rules should not 
contain any provision for expulsion of students from the University. 


During continuing discussion, it was suggested that there were really three 
issues involved with respect to the existing rules and procedures, i.e., there 
was the question of the oath itself whereby members were required to sign a 
pledge of confidentiality; the second was the question of sanction vis-a-vis 
any alleged violation of the pledge; and the third matter had to do with a 
complex of issues concerning the principles of confidentiality. With respect 
to the question of the oath, it was argued that the idea of requiring that a 
pledge be signed was not an appropriate or acceptable procedure; that the 
view of many faculty members who have served on such committees ranged 
from, at best, that an oath or a pledge was inappropriate, to, at worst, that it 
was odious; and that the idea of an oath was demeaning to those who either 
must submit to it or remove themselves from the committee. Concerning the 
sanctions, the feeling was expressed that as stated in the extreme in the 
regulation, i.e., as the maximum penalties that could be given in the 
different categories of members of the University community, they were 
unacceptably severe; but that the problem of sanctions would disappear if 
the practice of requiring the signing of an oath were to be abolished. With 
respect to the question of confidentiality and the complex of issues involved 
therewith, it was suggested that the situation at the moment was that we 
were calling for a de-construction of the current practice of confidentiality at 
Concordia; that beginning with zero confidentiality, we should consider the 
question as to what specific needs for confidentiality could be justified in 
view of the various and divergent interests of the parties involved, 1.e., 
consideration must be given to the interests of the candidates, both internal 
and external at different stages of the process, including up to and after the 
development of the short-list, also taking into consideration the question as 
to what was in the best interest of the University in relation to the interest of 
the candidates; that there was also the interests of the members of the 
advisory search committee in attempting to fulfill the mandate of the 
committee itself, particularly with respect to acquiring information additional 
to that provided in the candidates’ dossiers, which, it was argued, was an 
exceedingly difficult and delicate undertaking, made all the more so by the 
present rules of confidentiality; that the question that must be addressed was 
what norms of confidentiality would serve all of the other interests and at 
the same time allow the search committee to fulfill its mandate in seeking 
information from various sources; and that, most importantly, the interest of 
the University community must be considered, i.e., the interest of the 
constituency or the University community as a whole, which, it was 
suggested, was, in part, a question of accountability as to how the 
University community could be assured that an evaluation or advisory 
search committee was doing its task properly, and with the fullest 
information that might reasonably be possible to obtain. It was also 
explained that the above represented an attempt, during this process of 
trying to raise questions which hopefully would be addressed by the 


Groome Committee, to identify the divergent and crosscutting interests 
involved; that all of these interests must be kept in mind, and not just the 
question of confidentiality of candidates; and that in fact, the interests of the 
candidates might well be the least important consideration. 


During continuing discussion, it was argued that the sanctions for breaching 
confidentiality with respect to senior administrative positions indeed were 
severe, particularly in comparison to non-existent sanctions for similar 
offences: which might occur with respect to departmental chair search 
committees, and various faculty personnel committees, where, it was 
suggested, the question of breaches of confidentiality may be much more 
important, assuming that confidentiality was in fact useful. 


In connection with earlier comments, Dr. Sheinin advised that throughout 
all of her experiences with search committees, no one in the university 
community ever had said to her that a search committee was confidential, 
L.e., it was assumed that such was the case; that with respect to the concept 
of traditions and conventions of a university community, which had been 
raised previously, there were certain traditions with inherent assumptions 
which derive from the concept of a collegial institution, and that one of these 
assumptions was that everyone worked in the best interest of the institution; 
that this implied that in a delicate process, and one which was guarded, 
individuals involved were sensitive to certain issues; that there were many 
instances involving functional responses to what would be considered under 
confidentiality, but which, in fact, were sensitivities .to the needs of 
individuals, particularly those applying from outside the university; that 
these have always been easy to fulfill, because it was understood that the 
search committee was attempting to do the best that it could for the 
university by searching for the best candidate possible, given the number of 
parameters that were taken under consideration; and that practically 
speaking, all of the issues referred to in the document could be dealt with 
without necessarily having to sign an oath of confidentiality. Also, with 
respect to an argument often given in support of the rule of confidentiality, 
namely, that if we did not have confidentiality the very best individuals 
would not apply, she stated that she had never understood that position, nor 
had she ever seen it in operation; that in considering that particular situation, 
she often had been led to exactly the reverse deliberation, i.e., whether the 
university really should consider as a candidate, an individual who would 
put that kind of constraint on the university; and that this raised the issue, 
within the context of the interest of the particular individual, as to whether 
the interests of an individual should supercede those of the collegiate 
collectivity of the university. 


In support of the notion that at a certain point the process should become 
open, it was suggested that at a practical level, the very best candidates 
probably were known to be sought by other institutions, and, in which 
instance, the question of confidentiality was not necessarily something that a 
university was obligated to provide; and that provided that candidates were 
aware of the fact that at a certain point the process would be open to the 
university community, i.e. , that the practice became common, and 
knowledge of the procedure became known, it would be an entirely fair 


process. It was also argued that any one who could not stand the heat 
resulting from an open process should abstain from applying for a senior 
administrative position in the university; that any senior administrator 
should welcome, as an inherent component of the job, the high profile and 
the publicity which would result from such a process; but at the same time, 
however, we should be cautious about opening the procedures to the extent 
that the selection process becomes an election process. 


Concern was voiced with respect to the "reasons for confidentiality" listed 
in Schedule "A", the feeling being expressed that the importance of the 
whole issue of confidentiality was not supported by any of the arguments 
advanced in the document, and which, in fact, were based on questionable 
value judgments that were extremely difficult to determine; and that the 
reasons given were extremely weak in terms of supporting the objective of 
seeking outstanding candidates for senior administrative positions as 
stipulated in the preamble. It was also argued that the reasons did not really 
address the whole question as to who in their right mind would sit on such a 
committee, given the severity of the sanctions vis-a-vis confidentiality. 


With respect to the practice at the University of Calgary, whereby the 
short-list of candidates was made public, Senate was advised that the 
process was an attempt to provide the university community with an 
opportunity to ask the candidates what they would do if they got the 
particular position; that the process revealed those who definitely were 
unsuited for the position; that it was a good process in that it provided an 
opportunity for questions to be posed to the candidates which the committee 
might not have considered, and also for committee members to be able to 
judge the reactions of the candidates to the kinds of questions that might be 
asked; that in the final analysis, the actual decisions were made in camera by 
the advisory committee; that it was a good process; and that contrary to 
concerns that have been expressed, it did not lead to any split in the 
university community. 


A concern was expressed that the discussion was beginning to focus on the 
candidates as opposed to the content of what the candidates might say. The 
feeling was expressed that there was general agreement among members of 
Senate that the short-list of candidates should be made public; that beyond 
that, consideration should be given to the question of the process and also to 
the issue of the content of the process that should be kept confidential; that a 
simple and common sense approach to the issue, and one which was 
commonly used, was for the committee to determine at the end of a meeting 
what part of the meeting was public, what was private, and what could or 
could not be revealed outside of the meeting; that the reason for saying what 
we want to say in public, was because we want the information to be open, 
that we want to know not that a candidate was it unsuitable for the 
position", but rather, what a candidate's position was at all, i.e. , what do 
the .candidates think with respect to issues with regard to the academic 
aspects of the university; that this was absolutely critical to the process; and 
that if every aspect of that discussion was controlled by confidentiality 
rules, and if there was no process of public debate within the university, the 


candidates’ thinking with respect to the academic aspects of the university 
could not be known. 


Senate was advised that the open process for selection of departmental 
chairs, which existed in the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science, 
was also the practice in the Faculty of Arts and Science, i.e. , making the 
short-list of candidates public, and making submitted material available to 
the candidates, including the signatures of those making submissions. Also, 
with respect to an earlier comment which implied that administrative 
appointments fell outside the academic realm in the university, it was argued 
that the university existed as an academic institution; that regardless of the 
nature of the appointment or at what level, including the vice-rectorial level, 
it was an academic appointment, because the whole focus of the university 
was to foster the academic excellence of its students and faculty; that all 
appointments which were being referred to in today's discussion, were 
academic appointments and should be viewed as such; and that whatever 
rules existed vis-a-vis academic appointments should apply in all cases. 


In continuing discussion, Senate was informed that the position of the 
Concordia University Faculty Association with respect to this issue, 
basically was that a candidate's wish to remain confidential should be 
respected up to the short-list, without prejudice to the candidate. In addition, 
Senate was informed as to the historical context surrounding the 
establishment of the oath of confidentiality in 1984, which, it was stated, 
came about in an atmosphere which combined genuine concern, some 
hysteria and some hypocrisy, and involved the leaking of the name of a 
candidate for a senior position to the media, along with details with respect 
to the internal operations, divisions, etc., which had existed in the advisory 
search committee itself. It was also suggested that procedurally, in a similar 
situation where such information has been leaked, the appropriate course of 
action would probably be that the committee be disbanded by the chair and 
the process begun anew; and that thought should be given to the 
establishment of honorable academic practices whereby anonymous material 
and third party evidence would not be considered by a committee, as well as 
procedures that would allow a committee to pursue additional information 
with respect to candidates, which would not be possible to do under the 
existing rules of confidentiality. 


With respect to the notion of an open search process, the feeling was 
expressed that this did not mean that we should be advertising the names of 
the candidates in La Presse. or The Gazette, or that we should be publishing 
articles about the deliberations and proceedings of the committees; and that 
there was no need to maintain confidentiality to the extent that the 
constituency which the successful candidate would be leading, would not 
have an opportunity to meet the individuals before, and not after, the final 
decision was made. 


The feeling was expressed that rather than requiring an oath, there should be 
an understanding that there was an expectation for standards of integrity, 
civility, etc., mostly concerning the privacy of individuals involved, and 
also the extent to which we were willing to protect privacy as long as doing 


so did not go against the best interests of the institution; that, in terms of 
content, each committee perhaps should be able to determine, on a meeting- 
to-meeting basis, as to what level in the process certain things were to be 
protected; that, given that we would be making a commitment to candidates 
in advising them with respect to the extent to which their privacy would be 
protected, a universal privacy base-line would have to be determined in 
advance; and that following the establishment of a universal base-line with 
respect to the protection of privacy, the problem then would become how to 
ensure that privacy, and consideration would have to be given as to the 
appropriateness and effectiveness of sanctions. 


The feeling was expressed that the most difficult part of the process related 
to the severe punitive intent of the existing confidentiality regulation; and it 
was argued that processes in any institution should not be constructed on 
the basis of fear, but rather, on the basis of mutual respect and trust, 
professionalism and collegiality; and that the punitive attitude inherent in the 
current undertaking must be changed. 


Janet Graham, Undergraduate Student Representative, stated that there was 
intense interest and concern within the student body about the health of 
conventions and collegiality within the University; that undergraduate 
students wished to voice their gratitude to the faculty who today had 
demonstrated their concern and had taken action to enhance the participation 
of its members in the decision-making process of the University; and that it 
was their hope that the pride and enthusiasm for their profession would be 
augmented by the openness, freedom of speech and consensus-building 
ability of the faculty of Concordia University that has been demonstrated 
today, and most especially with respect to search committees for 
administrative positions within the University community. 


It was suggested and agreed that the Minutes of this particular discussion be 
forwarded to the Groome Committee for consideration. Dr. Sheinin advised 
that, in fact, this was the intention of the Steering Committee with respect to 
the Senate discussion on the issue. 


With respect to statements appearing in advertisements for senior 
administrative positions assuring candidates of confidentiality, it was 
suggested that such statements usually were applicable to head-hunting 
firms who were undertaking searches for other corporations, i.e., in 
instances where third parties were involved in the search process, and who 
usually were dealing with a myriad of different corporations. 


In response to a comment, Dr. Sheinin stated that in her experience there 
was absolutely no evidence that any search committee at this or another 
University had leaked confidential information; that it was very ungenerous 
for anyone to suggest that individuals at this University who have signed a 
confidentiality oath, have broken that oath, and that in her expanding 
experience at Concordia, she knew of no evidence or instance of that; that 
there was a lot of confusion in the community with respect to this issue; that 
the only people who were bound by confidentiality were the members of the 
evaluation or advisory search committee, and no one else; that candidates 
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for positions were not bound by confidentiality; and that all kinds of 
information could be made available from outside of the committee, without 
the oath having been broken. Again, she emphasized that to her knowledge 
there was not one shred of evidence that any evaluation committee or search 
committee that has functioned at Concordia University since her arrival on 4 
September 1989, had broken confidentiality. 


In his closing remarks, Professor Drysdale stated that he had found the 
discussion interesting, and he expressed the hope that the Minutes would 
prove to be of some use to the Groome Committee. He also expressed 
thanks to Prof. Newman for having gone out on a limb by inviting Senate to 
undertake this discussion, which he described as a rather lonely act on her 
part, but where the results had proven it to have been a good idea. 


Dr. Sheinin, in expressing appreciation to all members of Senate, as well as 
non-members who had participated in the discussion, advised that this had 
been an extremely important meeting; that the level of discussion, which had 
shown a great deal of content and concern, had been very high indeed; and 
that she personally was very grateful for the discussion which had taken 
place. 


REGULAR SESSION RESUMED 


Next Meeting 
Dr. Sheinin announced that the next Senate meeting would be held at 2:00 


pm, Friday, 3 April 1992 in the Russell W. Breen Senate Chamber, Loyola 
Campus. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 4:50 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


